The external influence of scholarly activity has to date been measured primarily in terms of publications and citations, metrics that also dominate the promotion and grant processes. Yet the array of scholarly activities visible to the outside world are far more extensive and recently developed technologies allow broader and more accurate measurement of their influence on the wider societal discourse. Accordingly we analyze the relation between the internal and external influences of 723 top economics scholars using the number of pages indexed by Google and Bing as a measure of their external influence. Although the correlation between internal and external influence is low overall, it is highest among recipients of major key awards such as the Nobel Prize or John Bates Clark medal, and particularly strong for those ranked among the top 100 researchers.
I. INTRODUCTION
The primary metric currently used in the extensive literature regarding influences on scholarly production is the number of publications and, perhaps more appropriately, number of citations in academic journals. This approach also dominates the rankings of both individual researchers and departments and universities. Yet this metric only considers the impact of scholarly activity within academia, as reflected in scholarly publications that are themselves defined rather narrowly. For example, collections of general academic publications and citations only cover a restricted set of publication outlets (excluding books, pamphlets, reports, and newspapers), while appointment as a university researcher often depends only on the number of publications in "top-tier" academic journals.
Meanwhile, it is generally acknowledged that a scholar's responsibilities and functions span a far broader array of activities, which can be categorized under four rubrics: (1) scholarly publication including activities as referee, editor, or board member , (2) teaching,
(3) academic self-governance (e.g., serving as department head or dean), and (4) influence on the broader society. Whereas two of these four activity types -scholarly publication and academic self-governance -are internal to the university community, influence on the broader society is external. On the other hand, teaching is a mix of the two: although an internal activity, it has an external impact via the influence exerted by students after graduation; most particularly, in terms of professional position (e.g., as company CEO or government minister).
In fact, many scholarly institutions have an explicitly stated goal of participating in the wider societal discourse, although this goal differs between disciplines and subdisciplines, as well as between countries. For instance, although the general public does not usually expect theoretical physicists to directly impact society, it does expect applied physicists to make a contribution, albeit perhaps at a lower level than social scientists although one could stress that there are more industry partnerships in hard sciences than in social sciences. To economists, it even ascribes the ability to predict the future course of the economy, indicating the high expectations held by the general public. For example, while being briefed on the turmoil on the international markets by academics during a 2008 visit to the London School of Economics, Queen Elizabeth asked why nobody noticed the trouble coming. Even though Professor Luis Garicano, director of research at the school's management department, "had explained the origins and effects of the credit crisis when she opened the £71 million New Academic Building, the Queen, who studiously avoids controversy and never gives away her opinions, then described the turbulence on the markets as 'awful '." 1 To answer the Queen's question, it is crucial to understand how internal activities within academia relate to the outside world, and in particular, to the economy. 2 Yet views on this matter diverge strongly. For example, Barro (1996) suggests (perhaps jokingly) that there is no relation between the state of the U.S. economy and the quality of the economists on the U.S. Council of Economic Advisors:
. . . economic outcomes (measured by the contribution to the misery index) and the credentials of the chairman of the council (measured by the citation count) are uncorrelated. Although some who are highly ranked on citations . . . do well on performance, the highly ranked Schultze ends up with the worst economic outcomes.
Moreover, some of the chairpersons who are ranked relatively low on citations . . . emerge with good economic performance. (pp. 88-89) Many academic economists, on the other hand, although convinced that economics does have an effect on society, are skeptical about whether this influence is beneficial. Galbraith (1975) , for instance, complained four decades ago that "the economic profession -I choose the words with care -is intellectually bankrupt. It might as well not exist" (cited in Nadeau (2003) , p. 185). Even more surprisingly, Friedman (1972, p. 12) , speaking from the opposite side of the ideological spectrum, concurred: "We economists in recent years have done vast harm -to society at large and to our profession in particular -by claiming more than we can deliver".
As shown below, these negative perceptions have persisted.
Many statements to this effect are also evident in the press, including serious economics magazines. The Economist, for example, has in several instances mused about the "Puzzling Failure of Economics" (1997, p. 13) even alluding to Keynes's famous dictum by asking, "In the long run, is the subject dead?" (Economist, 2000, p. 90) , Likewise, a writer for the New Yorker comments that ". . . a good deal of modern economic theory, even the kind that wins Nobel Prizes, simply does not matter much" (Cassidy 1996, pp. 50-51) .
Although some may argue that journalistic statements need not to be taken seriously, 1 Andrew Pierce, "The Queen asks why no one saw the credit crunch coming. " The Telegraph, 5 November, 2008 . See also the letter to the Queen signed, among others, by Tim Besley and Peter Hennessy, which reportedly states that "'financial wizards' who believed that their plans to manage risky debts and protect the financial system were infallible were guilty of 'wishful thinking combined with hubris'" (http://www.smh.com.au/business/economists-apologise-to-queen-elizabeth-ii-20090727-dxpo.html). 2 See also the related discussion in Frey (2006) . similar views have even been advanced among academic economists. For example, Clower (1993, p. 23 ), a former editor of the American Economic Review, states that "(m)uch of economics is so far removed from anything that remotely resembles the real world that it is often difficult for economists to take their subject seriously". In fact, Karier (2010) , in a review of 40 years of the Nobel Prize in economics, makes the following claim:
Few of the Nobel laureates mentioned in this book were ever particularly famous, except for those who wrote for general audiences such as Milton Friedman, Paul Krugman, and Paul Samuelson. For many winners, the most fame they ever achieved was the day they won the Nobel Prize. The majority of Nobel laureates in economics were academics whose lives revolved around universities run by provosts, deans, and department chairs. They were accustomed to presenting their ideas in conferences, academic journals, graduate seminars, and scholarly texts, where brevity and clarity were less valued than mathematical rigor and abstract generality. (p. 11) Moreover, even Nobel Prize recipients in economics, such as Leontief (1971) , Coase (1994) , and Buchanan (2000) criticized their field for its lack of involvement in real life issues. The most devastating judgment was advanced by Blaug (1997) : "Modern economics is sick; economics has increasingly become an intellectual game played for its own sake and not for its practical consequences . . . ." (p. 3).
Yet several important economists propagate the opposite view, typified by Keynes' (1936) famous claim that "the ideas of economists and political philosophers . . .are more powerful than is commonly understood. Indeed the world is ruled by little else" (p. 383). Even his intellectual opponent Hayek (1991) agrees, although he qualifies the claim somewhat:
"economists have this great influence only in the long run and indirectly" (p. 37). More recently, similar views of economics' considerable impact on society have been put forward by Dasgupta (1998) and Baumol (2000) , among others. Baumol (2000) , for instance, claims that "[in economics], the century has been full of accomplishments. New ideas, new directions, and powerful new tools have emerged in the profession. Evidently, our field of study is alive and well" (p. 38). Likewise, Summers (2000) , who served as U.S. Secretary of the Treasury (1999) (2000) (2001) and as President of Harvard University (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) , believes that "(w)hat economists think, say, and do has profound implications for the lives of literally billions of their fellow citizens" (p. 1).
Yet it remains difficult, perhaps even impossible, to empirically analyze the extent to which these strongly contrasting views apply, not least because there exists no single distinguishable "economic view" that can be acted upon (for a more complete discussion, see Frey 2006) . Indeed, economists even struggle to find a consensus about what constitutes "economics." 3 At the same time, the positions upon which economists largely agree are viewed with skepticism by the wider public. For instance, a recent study by Sapienza and Zingales (2013) identifies a considerable gap (an average of 37 percentage points) between the proportion of economists versus average Americans that agree with particular policyrelevant questions. The authors further show that this difference is largest for questions on which economists are most in consensus (p. 1). The term "influence" is also problematic in that it suggests a unidirectional impact of economics on society, even though society also clearly influences economics. In the extreme, it may be argued that economists simply reformulate (often via mathematical models) what is already common currency in the public discourse. It is also possible that even if economics and economists do indeed influence society, such influence may take hold only over an extended and unknown time period (see Colander and Coats 1989) .
We explore this issue of social influence by examining the relation between academic economists' internal and external influences, specifically, the extent to which the importance ascribed to economists within academia (based on number of publications and citations) is reflected in their external influence, as reflected by mentions on Internet search engines (particularly, Google and Bing).
The remainder of the paper is arranged as follows. First, Section II puts our approach in perspective, summarizing the various ways in which a scholar's external influence may be captured. Section III describes our measure for external influence, which is based on the number of pages indexed on Google and Bing. Section IV then reports our results, and Section V concludes the paper.
II. CAPTURING THE EXTERNAL INFLUENCE OF ECONOMICS AND ECONOMISTS
To our knowledge, there are no systematic empirical studies comparing academic economists' internal and external rankings except for one study that measures the external influence of 3 As referenced in Frey (2006) , see Brittan (1973) and Machin and Oswald (1999) for the United Kingdom; for the United States, see Kearl et al. (1979) and Alston et al. (1992) ; for several European countries including France, Germany, Austria, and Switzerland, see Frey et al. (1984) . van Dalen and Klamer (1997) also discuss the views of various schools of economics in the Netherlands, while Samuels (1980) and Fuchs, Krueger, and Poterba (1997) evaluate the consensus with respect to public finance and foreign trade issues. 6 management scholars in the U.S. (Aguinis et al. 2012 ). This latter finds that a scholar's standing within the community of management scholars (as measured by citations in academic publications) deviates significantly and often to a high degree dependent on social attention (as measured by Web pages on Google). It is therefore unwarranted to assume that a researcher well-known in academia is also recognized outside academia and vice versa: some management scholars prominent outside academia (among them best-selling authors) are rarely if ever cited in academic publications.
Moreover, despite a wealth of literature on the possibilities and pitfalls of measuring research quantity and quality based on publications and citations (e.g., Cole and Cole 1971 , Lindsey 1980 , van Dalen and Klamer 2005 , Coupé, Ginsburgh, and Noury 2010 , Arrow et al. 2011 , Johnston, Piatti, and Torgler 2013 , there is little research addressing the public attention received by economics and economists, probably because it is difficult to identify and measure. Most difficult to assess is the influence of economists and economics on society because all three terms -"influence," "economics," and "economists"are not exactly defined and therefore difficult to measure empirically. Related discussions are thus largely descriptive rather than empirical, a problem that we attempt to remedy by distinguishing three different categories of processes that reflect the public influence of economists and economics.
Reflections of the Influence on Markets
(1) Patents and Copyrights In some disciplines, mostly the natural sciences, a scholar's contributions to society are at least partly captured by the number of patents received and the income derived therefrom.
However, despite a great deal of literature on this measure's adequacy and the many pitfalls involved (e.g., Trajtenberg 1990, Hall, Jaffe, and Trajtenberg 2001) , the fact that patents play practically no role in economics eliminates them as a possible measure of outside impact for that discipline. Copyrights, on the other hand, are more relevant for economics because they refer to both books and articles in scientific journals and other outlets. Yet to our knowledge, there are no consistent data on this topic. Moreover, copyrights may be considered more an aid to producing and propagating economic ideas than an indicator of the extent of influence exerted. That is, the fact that an economist writes a bestseller and receives a high copyright income does not necessarily mean that his or her ideas have any direct influence.
(2) Speaking Fees
Although scholars well-known to the public may demand higher monetary compensation for giving talks outside academia, such activity, albeit potentially influential, may serve primarily as entertainment with little, if any, social consequences. In addition, systematic data on such remuneration across countries is limited (Hosp and Schweinsberg 2006) .
(3) Advisory Activities One potentially useful indicator of economists' importance are the positions attained and income received by individuals appointed to expert panels. These positions range from membership of a high level economic advisory board (e.g., the Council of Economic Advisors in the U.S. or the Sachverständigenrat in Germany) to assuming advisory roles in ministries, nongovernmental organizations, and companies. Nevertheless, even though comprehensive statistics on such activities may exist for certain areas, and perhaps even countries, there is no database that would allow us to draw meaningful international comparisons.
Reflections of the Influence on Persons
(4) Former Students in the Private and Not-for-Profit Sector Economic knowledge may be transferred to the public by former students who have become active outside academia; for instance, as CEOs and managers in private firms, as members of interest groups, or as participants in the voluntary sector. This type of influence, however, is difficult to capture because the underlying economic ideas are not necessarily expressed explicitly but rather may have been integrated into the alumni's thinking and actions. Hence, although others may inculcate the economic ideas and further propagate them, this influence is difficult or even impossible to capture statistically. Admittedly, business school evaluations do try to capture alumni's potential influence by measuring their subsequent income, yet usually only the starting salary is taken as an indicator of the value added to a person's educational capital. Obviously, this measure is incomplete and biased, particularly given the significant differences in average salary across different economic sectors. For instance, the salary of a graduate working in the financial sector tends to be much higher than that of a comparable graduate working in the non-profit sector. Hence, in an effort to develop a more useful ranking matrix, RePEc (Research Papers in Economics, see http://repec.org) has recently introduced the publication Geneology which allows individuals to provide information about their students and supervisors with the aim of assessing dissertation advisor and doctoral program quality. A recent poll by RePEc indicates that 54 % of those responding are in favor of such a ranking (http://blog.repec.org, April 29, 2013).
(5) Politicians and Public Officials
Even when we restrict our attention to economics professors during recent years, we identify several economists who have achieved high ranks in politics and public administration. In the Netherlands, for example, Lubbers, Zijlstra, and De Quay were all prime ministers;
Andriessen, Duisenberg, Witteveen, and Zahn were ministers of finance; and Pronk and Ritzen served as ministers in other departments. In Germany, Erhard was chancellor; Schiller was finance minister, and Töpfer and Hankel were heads of other ministries. In Italy, Prodi and Monti were prime ministers, and Einaudi was President of the Republic. In many countries, the position of the president of the central bank is normally occupied by a former professor of economics. We are, however, unaware of any reliable data on such positions especially given that such a database would necessarily cover all economists, not only professors.
Reflections of the Influence on Outside Markets (6) References in Official Documents
Official documents offer two potentially effective measures of the extent to which researchers' contributions have actual policy implications: the first is the citation count in publications released by public bureaucracies and the second is the citation count in commissioned reports and similar materials.
(7) Surveys
The importance of a scholar outside academia can be usefully captured by surveying the general public (e.g., in popular journals) or such specific groups as public bureaucracies, special interest groups, and not-for-profit institutions. Members of academia may actively influence society by writing in newspapers or other press venues accessed by the public, including radio and television programs. Scholars may also passively influence the wider public via these channels if the topic's societal interest causes journalists to report on it.
(10) New Media Scholarly activity by economists may also be reflected in one of the many new media avenues, including digitized books and newspaper articles, published mostly online, that are either written by scholars or cite their findings. Beyond these traditional publications reproduced on the Internet, influence may also be exerted via Twitter 5 ; online portals similar to VoxEU, on which economists present brief but socially relevant economic analyses; and economists' blogs (e.g., "Marginal Revolution"), which are sometimes written in collaboration with nonacademics (e.g., "Freakonomics"). According to the Wall Street Journal, the most popular of these blogs can attract as many as 50,000 to 100,000 page views a day (Evans 2009 ). These new media, more than any other medium, are interactive and largely unregulated, meaning that persons from outside academia may engage in or launch discussions with economists. Users may thus multiply the reach of economic ideas by sharing and citing them within their social networks; for instance, on Twitter and Facebook or on their own blogs. Interestingly, according to the RePEc poll, 73% of respondents argued against using Wikipedia mentions as citation counts for ranking purposes and 84% were against doing so for blogs (http://blog.repec.org, April 29, 2013).
III. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH
We gauge economists' influence outside academia 6 by using web page counts from the widely used search engine Google (see, e.g., Sullivan 2013) , which in 2012 had a global search engine market share of 81.56% for desktop searches and 90.88% for mobile/tablet search. 7 To ascertain the reliability of these counts as indicators of the importance attached by the general public to a particular economics scholar, we also employ counts from Bing (the Microsoft search engine) whose 2012 market share of desktop search and mobile search was 4.45% and 1.3%, respectively. Nevertheless, we caution that ours is not the only possible measure for external impact and may not be suitable for other analyses of scholarly influence on society.
Our initial sample of academic economists was drawn from the September 2012 rankings in RePEc/IDEAS, the largest freely available bibliographic database on the Internet dedicated to economics and finance (http://ideas.repec.org). RePEc covers more than 34,000 registered academic researchers who are evaluated monthly on a range of publishing measures. We use RePEc's average rank score (which takes the harmonic mean of various rankings) to select the top 1,000 researchers (http://ideas.repec.org/top/top.person.all.html).
Hence, our methodology mirrors Aguinis et al.'s (2012) use of current webometric techniques to explore the impact of web-based methods and online documents.
After first conducting searches using quotation marks around author names to avoid spurious matches (and thus incorrect crediting of webpage counts), we controlled for the validity of the sum of each individual count by running a single search in two versions of Google (the American google.com and the Swedish google.se). The total number of pages was identical for both versions, a consistency also reported for Aguinis et al. 's (2012) comparison of the American and Spanish versions. Next, to deal with any spurious matches generated by results that were clearly unrelated to the author in question, we employed Aguinis et al.'s (2012) criterion of 5% spurious entries to exclude authors and increase the integrity of the data set. That is, for all 1,000 researchers, we manually checked the first 50 pages, and if three or more pages were not attributed to the author, we excluded this person from the sample. Finally, to alleviate any concerns about fluctuations in the count totals for Google pages, we ran four separate searches across an 18-day period (19 October to 6 November), with the first collection conducted manually by three research assistants over a 24 hour period on October 19. From this initial manual search, we eliminated 274 of the 1,000 authors based on the 5% criterion for nonattributed pages. During this manual collection, we also identified discrepancies between the spelling of an author name in RePEc (used purely to define and classify registered authors) and the actual name used in publications, which reflects the reality that many academics publish under more informal or more socially well-known names (e.g., "Mark L. Gertler" in RePEc appears as "Mark Gertler" on all his published work). In total, we identified 69 names with inconsistencies such as multiple middle names and extra or removed middle initials. Because any Google search for two different names (even for the same author) would result in a different page count, we excluded these cases from our data set to give a final sample of 723 researchers.
To extrapolate and aggregate the page counts for each individual, we relied on three automated computer searches taken directly from the Google and Bing Search APIs (application programming interfaces), 8 which allow a large number of searches to be run simultaneously in a short amount of time. These three automated searches (on October 31, November 2, and November 6) not only ensured more robust data capture but also reduced the potential for human error.
The number of total search results reported in both the manual and the automatic count are only estimates (process not disclosed). The API searches, however, produce a significantly lower estimate than the manual searches. We can only speculate that results for the manual searches could be slightly inflated as to illustrate the search engine's extensive index, while the automatic search results reflect an underestimate based on the preliminary search. Hence, whereas the manual search returned a value of 5,410,000 pages for the researcher with the strongest external impact, the API returned only 922,667 pages (over an average of three search processes). Nevertheless, both values are highly correlated. To avoid limiting the search scope and to further the argument for capturing a wider social impact, we conducted all Google automated searches concurrently on the secondary search engine, Bing.
The very high scale reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha) for our different count days (Google = 0.9998, Bing = 0.9812) are comparable to those achieved by Aguinis et al. (2012) and justify computing an average based on the total number of Google or Bing entries across the three automatic data collection waves.
To construct a proxy for the impact inside academia, we use three measures provided by RePEc: total number of citations, total number of articles, and the h-index (which, for example, assigns a score of 30 when 30 of a scholar's papers have at least 30 citations each but his/her other papers have no more than 30 citations each). RePEc also provides a large set of ranking metrics with and without weighting over such factors as simple impact or number of authors (see http://ideas.repec.org/top/). It should, however, be noted that all RePEc values are rankings, and the higher the value, the lower the ranking. We also explore academic influence by evaluating academic recognition as reflected by the following awards and 
IV. RESULTS
Appendix Table A1 reports the most influential economists based on number of Google pages, together with the RePEc rankings and Bing page values (for comparative purposes). Appendix Figure A1 then presents two Lorenz curves that illustrate the inequality among scholars, reflecting Aguinis et al.'s (2012) assertion that individual performance can follow a power law distribution. In particular, although highly skewed distributions occur in a wide range of settings, they are particularly noticeable in biology, sociology, and economics (Simon 1955) . In fact, power laws demonstrate that a few large entities drive most of the action and exist in many places, including firms, cities, academic institutions, and social networks (Barabási and Albert 1999, Barabási 2003) . As a corollary, the winner-take-all principle suggests that minimal differences in individual performance are enough to generate huge outcome differentials (Rosen 1981, Frank and Cook 1995) To assess the validity of this initial insight, in Table 1 we present an overview of the correlations between external influence and a large set of academic performance metrics taken from RePEc. It should be noted, however, that whereas these latter are rankings, we now use actual values for the Google and Bing pages, with higher values signaling lower performance.
For Google, the striking outcome is that none of these academic performance metrics are significantly correlated with external influence except for the overall RePEc ranking, which returns a correlation of 0.146 and is statistically significant at the 1% level. Interestingly, this correlation is similar to that found by Aguinis et al. (2012) between Google entries and the number of citations (0.166) and articles (0.152) by management researchers. The Bing search, however, produces more significant factors with the expected sign, although the correlation is still quite low. It therefore seems that internal academic impact is only weakly correlated with external impact, meaning that the importance ascribed to an economist within academia is only partially reflected by the scholars' external influence.
Obviously, our results could be subject to the criticism that exploring only the top 100 academics will produce different outcomes than a more general sample. Yet according to Accordingly, we also employed metrics from the Web of Knowledge and Publish or Perish (version 3), both used in fields beyond economics, the second of which enables the collection of a wide range of publishing metrics 11 (see also Harzing 2010). Because many authors publish across different disciplines, we conducted both these searches with no constraints on journal of publication, thereby ensuring the capture of total internal academic impact not simply that related specifically to the author's primary field of research, and within a 72-hour period (from 1 March to 3 March, 2013) to ensure as little variation as possible over time. We did, however, still restrict our analysis to the top 100 economists in the RePEc rankings. "Superstardom" is also evident in the extensive system of awards on which academia relies and which serves as a tool for distinction. The most renowned award after the Nobel Prize is the John Bates Clark Medal awarded to a scholar under 40 "who is judged to have made the most significant contribution to economic thought and knowledge." 12 Becoming a Fellow of the Econometric Society is also considered prestigious (Hamermesh and Schmidt 2003) despite their substantial number (877 by the end of 2011: Chan and Torgler 2012), and many John Bates Clark Medalists and Economic Society fellows later became Nobel laureates. The other awards, although also quite prestigious, can be classified as less important. Overall, external influence is positively linked to the level of the award's prestige, with the highest correlation observed for the Nobel Prize and the John Bates Clark Medal, although it is also significantly positively correlated with fellowship in the Econometric Society. In all other cases, however, there is barely any correlation. Nevertheless, it remains unclear whether these results are driven by the likelihood that the Nobel Prize or the John Bates Clark Medal will be given to a scholar with a strong external influence or by the fact that these awards actually have a positive impact on external influence. Figures 3 and 4 graph the results of a Google trend analysis conducted between 25 and 27 February, 2013, which extrapolated monthly search volume counts for each John Bates Clark Medalist (N = 6) and Nobel laureate (N = 16) receiving the award between January 2005 and January 2013 (a 97-month period). Although a massive peak is evident in the month in which the award was announced, the actual number of searches is not particularly large. Moreover, to our surprise, we observe more volatility over time among the John Bates Clark Medalists.
Subsequently, to correct for the possibility that external influence might be substantially driven by the social attention following award reception, we ran Google and Bing searches on whether each scholar is a John Bates Clark Medalist or Nobel Prize winner.
We then subtracted these Google pages found from a normal name search result to eliminate the Google/Bing hits related to the award. The correlation values obtained (see Table A2 ) are higher than those derived earlier for Bing but lower for Google (in particular for Nobelists).
The robustness of the results for the John Bates Clark Medalists could indicate that researchers with a higher external influence are more likely than other researchers to earn this prestigious medal.
We then conducted a multivariate analysis to check whether the correlations remained the same once other factors were controlled for. In particular, given the empirical evidence that educational background shapes academic researchers' career success (Chan and Torgler 2013) , we examined how this background affects or even accentuates scholars' social impact.
Again, we narrowed our performance criterion to researchers with a strong recent publication performance, defined as at least one publication in American Economic Review (AER), Econometrica, or Journal of Political Economy (JPE) between 2005 and 2010. From among the over 1,200 academics who published work in these three journals across the six-year period, we identified 193 out of the 723 academics in our revised RePEc top 1,000. We then collected the curriculum vitae for each of these academics, identifying their doctoral university and year of graduation and thus their academic age. To measure their university ranking position, we used the classification developed by Amir, Rabah, and Malgorzata Knauff (2008) , which ranks the top 58 economics universities globally based not on research productivity but on the strength of the Ph.D. program as measured by the department's ability to place doctoral graduates in top-level economics departments or business schools. Because the ranking goes from 1 to 58, we classified all the universities with a constant value of 59, allowing us to create Top 10 and Top 20 dummies. Table 4 presents the first set of results. The first two specifications, (1a) and (1b), are based on the 1 to 59 institutional ranking and include a dummy for whether a scholar is a John Bates Clark Medalist or Nobel laureate, while the next four contain dummies for Top 10 (2a and 2b) and Top 20 institutions (3a and 3b). In specifications (4a) and (4b), we also differentiate between John Bates Clark Medalists (JBCM) who are not Nobel laureates, Nobel laureates who are not John Bates Clark Medalists, and John Bates Clark Medalists who are also Nobel laureates. As the results clearly show, ceteris paribus, the recipients of these prestigious awards generate substantially more external influence (e.g., 1,780 more Google webpages) than all the other top researchers. The academics with the strongest performance are those who earned both the John Bates Clark Medal and the Nobel Prize.
Again, however, the RePEc ranking is statistically significant only in the Google search process, never in the Bing analysis, a fact confirmed in Table 5 by the fact that none of the subfactor ranking variables are statistically significant in the Bing regressions. Interestingly, males seem to generate more external influence than females, but the institutional ranking of the doctoral university has no influence on external impact. In addition, when the Google pages are used as the dependent variable, our evaluation of a scholar's influence reveals a negative relation between external influence and academic age (years since Ph.D. or highest education), which may suggest that a less senior economics scholar can exert an important impact outside academia and so perhaps mitigate shortcomings such as fewer citations.
Our next analysis examined the major subfactors reported in Table 1 in place of the overall ranking information. As Table 5 shows, these subfactors, like the overall rankings, are not statistically significant, although when Google pages are the dependent variable, the citation proxies and weighted journal pages do reach statistical significance. Nor do these findings change in the robustness tests carried out using log Google and Bing values as the dependent variable: award recipients tend to have more external impact. Prob > F 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 Notes: t-statistics in italics. The symbols *, **, *** represent statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
V. CONCLUSIONS
Measuring scholarly activity has emerged as an important topic, not least because of university administrators' strong incentives to find metrics for departmental progress, as well as academics' keenness to assess their relative professional standing and the quality of their university environment (Scott and Mitias 1996, Torgler and ). Yet to date academia has relied on a narrow set of internal factors such as publications or citations for its national and international comparisons. In reality, however, scholarly impact is multidimensional (Aguinis et al. 2012) and includes a variety of tasks. Academics, for example, can be categorized as either insiders or locals who are strongly involved in institutional services and in close interaction with members of the same university or as outsiders and cosmopolitans who bring new ideas, research quality, and outside prestige to the university through their research and activities in national and international professional organizations (Wilson 2013 , Klahr 2004 . Teaching and academic self-governance can also be classified as local activities despite the external influence later exerted by former students.
Academic influence on the broader society, however, goes well beyond the local, especially in the face of new technologies that enable broader measurement of scholars' influence in the wider societal discourse. Yet little research has been done on scholars' external influence, a void that this paper aims to fill by examining how internal influences within academia relate to these scholars' external influence.
Our analysis of the number of Google and Bing mentions of 723 economics scholars, however, reveals no, or only a low, correlation between external and internal influence. This result holds even though we employ a large set of metrics for internal influence, namely weighted and unweighted journal publications, citations, and the h-index. There is a difference between academic and external rankings of more than 200 positions for over 50% of the scholars in our data set. Moreover, the analysis of the top 100 researchers in RePEc shows no correlation between external influence and any of the academic performance variables measured, which echoes the overall findings of the Bing analysis. Nor does our alternative data source, the Web of Science, reveal any correlation between academic performance and external influence, although the results for the Publish or Perish data are somewhat more positive (correlations up to 0.403).
Overall, therefore, our results support Aguinis et al.'s (2012) findings for scholars in management: their impact within academia cannot be equated with their external influence.
Rather, our examination of the impact of academic economists suggests that external influence is more strongly correlated with the reception of major awards like the John Bates Clark Medal and Nobel Prize. This finding remains robust for John Bates Clark Medalists even after we control for the external influence related to the awards.
Our findings raise many questions for future investigation, including how and why scholars achieve high levels of external influence. It would also be interesting to explore fluctuations over time, an approach made possible by the Google and Bing search engines. In addition, it will be worth exploring in more detail the other factors that capture external influence, such as new and popular media, official documents, patents, and former students. "Name" -("Name" + "John Bates Clark") 0.1872 0.2675 ↓(G) ↑(B) (0.000) (0.000) "Name" -("Name" + "John Bates Clark Medal") 0.1848 0.2647 ↓(G) ↑(B) (0.000) (0.000) "Name" -("Name" + "JBC Medal") 0.1779 0.377 ↓(G) ↑(B) (0.000) (0.000)
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